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REMARKS 

In view of the foregoing amendments and the following remarks. Applicants respectfully 
request a favorable reconsideration of the application. 

Claims 1-24 remain in the application, wherein independent claims 1 and 15 are amended 
herein and dependent claims 7 and 19 are cancelled. 

The Office Action Summary states that all of claims 1-24 stand rejected. However, 
Applicants submit that this is a typographical error. Claims 1-9, 1 1-21, and 23-24 should be 
noted as rejected while claims 10 and 22 should be noted as objected to. In the detailed action, 
the Examiner states that Claims 10 and 22 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected 
base claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the 
limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 

Claims 1-9, 1 1-21, and 23-24 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Ballinger, in view of BurghofF et al or Bodziak or in further view of other 
cited references. In response thereto, independent claim 1 has been amended to include at least 
one shield mounted on the mounting bracket and in relation to the sensor for protecting the 
sensor. Independent claim 15 has been amended to include a shield mounted on the platform, the 
shield being located to enable it to protect the device from impact. It is submitted that none of 
the cited references describe a shield as claimed by Applicants. 

The office action states that Ballinger' s sensor coil 76 is within a housing 30, and that it 
is "encapsulated in an epoxy resin." The office action further states that the housing 
(encapsulation) provides for shielding to the coil at opposite ends of the coil. Nevertheless, in 
Ballinger, *30' is a detector unit, and not merely a housing. More specifically, as described in 
column 4, lines 17-30, the encapsulation of unit 30 is broken away in FIG. 5 to reveal the flat 
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horizontally extending configuration of the coil 76 and its core 78. 

This detector unit 30 of Ballinger is generally similar to the rail sensor 12 as shown in 
Applicants' figures and as described in Applicants' specification. As displayed in Applicants' 
figures, rail sensor 12 clearly comprises a housing which houses (encapsulates) some sensing 
components. As described in paragraph 29 of Applicants' specification, the sensor is housed in a 
rugged and weatherproof enclosure. Accordingly, Applicants' rail sensor 12 construction is 
generally similar to the detection unit 30 construction of Ballinger. 

Nevertheless, the construction or structure of the rail sensor 12, or for that matter 
Ballinger' s detection unit 30, is not an important feature to Applicants' invention. For example, 
independent claim 15 does not require a particular device such as a rail sensor. Instead, as 
amended herein, Applicants' invention requires a shield mounted on the platform to protect a 
device such as Applicants' rail sensor 12 or Ballinger' s detection unit 30. It is to be noted that 
paragraph 4 of Applicants' specification states that wheel sensors are fi-equently damaged or do 
not operate correctly because they are hit by equipment hanging fi-om rail cars. Sensors therefore 
require protection firom impacts of dragging equipment on passing cars and resistance to 
misalignment caused by such impacts and by vibration. Accordingly, a rail sensor similar to that 
described by Applicants (rail sensor 12) and Ballinger (detection unit 30) require more protection 
than just a housing encapsulating sensing components. In view thereof. Applicants have 
invented an assembly which includes a shield mounted on the platform to provide further 
protection beyond that afforded by a housing. 

Applicant therefore respectfiiUy requests withdrawal of the 103(a) rejection and 
allowance of all claims. In view of the foregoing, reconsideration and allowance of all pending 
claims are respectfully requested. 
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Respectfully submitted, 

COOK, ALEX, McFARRON, MANZO, 
CUMMINGS 8c MEHLER, LTD. 



200 West Adams Street 
Suite 2850 

Chicago, Illinois 60606 
(312)236-8500 


Dated: October 20, 2005 
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